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PER CURI AM

I n these consolidated petitions for awit of mandanus, Arthur
O Arnstrong seeks | eave to proceed in forma pauperis. A litigant
may proceed in any federal court w thout prepaynent of fees if he
files an affidavit showi ng he is indigent. 28 U . S.C 8§ 1915(a)
(2000). However, the court may dismss the action if it concl udes
that “the allegation of poverty is untrue or the action . . . is
frivolous or malicious . . . [or] fails to state a claim” 28
U S C § 1915(e)(2) (2000). After reviewing the notions for |eave
to proceed in forma pauperis filed in each mandanus petition, we
conclude Arnmstrong is not indigent. Accordingly, we deny the
notions for leave to proceed in forma pauperis and dismss the
petitions.

On May 8, 2003, by order to cause, Arnstrong was ordered to
show why he shoul d not be sanctioned for filing frivol ous mandamnus
petitions and enjoined fromfiling further actions. Arnstrong fil ed
a response claimng his mandanus petitions were not frivolous.
After review ng the petitions, we disagree. The nandanus petitions
and nunerous notions are frivolous. Inlieu of particularized fees
and costs and in light of Arnmstrong’s utter disregard for the
limted resources of this court, we order Arnstrong to pay
sanctions in the amount of $500 payable to the clerk of the court,

as we have done in simlar cases. See In re Vincent, 105 F. 3d 943

(4th Cr. 1997). In addition, we enjoin Arnstrong fromfiling any



further mandanus petitions in this court until (1) the sanctions
are fully paid, and (2) the court determnes the action is not
frivol ous.

W deny Arnmstrong’s notions for |eave to proceed in forma
pauperis and we dism ss the nmandanus petitions. W also deny al
remai ni ng pending notions. W sanction Arnstrong and enjoin him
from filing future mandanus petitions in accordance with this
opi ni on. We dispense with oral argunent because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

the court and argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.

DI SM SSED



